Do laypeople and philosophers differ in their attributions of knowledge? Starmans and Friedman maintain that laypeople differ from philosophers in taking 'authentic evidence' Gettier cases to be cases of knowledge. Their reply helpfully clarifies the distinction between 'authentic evidence' and 'apparent evidence'. Using their sharpened presentation of this distinction, we contend that the argument of our original paper still stands.
Introduction
We would like to thank Starmans and Friedman (this issue) for their careful reading of our paper and for opening up a broader discussion regarding how some of the divergent findings that have emerged in this area might be reconciled. It is important to recognize that we all agree on a core point: both philosophers and laypeople take some Gettier cases to exemplify justified true belief without knowledge. Where we appear to differ is on the question of whether laypeople respond differently to a special subset of these cases. Starmans and Friedman maintain that 'authentic evidence' Gettier cases are seen as cases of knowledge by laypeople but not by philosophers, whereas our data do not support this assertion (Nagel, San Juan, & Mar, 2013) . In their reply to our article, Starmans and Friedman raise three concerns: (1) we misconstrued their contrast between authentic and apparent evidence, (2) the authentic evidence cases we used were atypical of Gettier cases in general; and (3) our methods of questioning biased participants to deny knowledge. These three concerns are potentially quite damning and we are grateful for the opportunity to address them here. On the first point, we appreciate the clarification provided by Starmans and Friedman on their intended contrast between 'apparent' and 'authentic' evidence. We had meant to be charitable in understanding the distinction as we did, and will explain a potential difficulty with their current explication of the distinction. We do, however, believe that our data apply both to the contrast as we originally understood it and to the contrast as it is now drawn. On the second point, we think that Starmans and Friedman are mistaken about what is typical, but will in any event show that the structure they consider typical was examined in our study with similar results. On the last point, we will present evidence that contradicts the hypothesis that our method of questioning biased participants to deny knowledge.
The contrast between apparent and authentic evidence
In their original article, Starmans and Friedman (2012) emphasized the idea that authentic evidence is unlike apparent evidence in being 'informative about the world'. What does it mean for evidence to be 'informative about the world'? On some weak conceptions of information, any process that results in the production of some true belief counts as informative (Foley, 2012) . By this conception, even the person who gains a true belief from glancing at a 0010-0277/$ -see front matter Ó 2013 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.08.016
